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Abstract 
With the growing numbers of acts of misconduct that are 
committed in our count ry each year , it is importan t to 
find possible predictors of these behaviors. Because 
locus of control is a stable characteristic that is 
central to how an individual perceives causes of action , 
it is one construct that shows promise for predicting 
acts of misconduct . One hundred and forty college 
students answered two questionnaires : a locus of control 
scale called the Internality, Powerful Others , and Chance 
Scales and a Self Report Acts of Misconduct Index which 
was created for this study . A Pearson's Correlation was 
conduct ed comparing scores on the two measures in order 
to examine the relationship between acts of misconduct 
and each of the three locus of control subscales. The 
results revealed a relationship between gender and acts 
of mi sconduct with mal es committing mor e acts of 
misconduct than females. The results also show a 
significant relationship between high scores on the 
chance scale and acts of misconduct in males . 
Implications for future research and limitations of the 
current study are discussed. 
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Acts of Misconduct and Perception of Internal, 
Powerful Others , or Chance Locus of Control 
Criminal activity is one of the foremost concerns in 
our nation today. It is popular opinion that an 
individual is not born a criminal ; an individual who 
commits crimes starts out by committing smaller acts of 
delinquency, progressing to acts of misconduct, deviance, 
and violence (Akers , 1997) . It is also accepted that 
intervention is most effective if executed during the 
earlier stages of the process (Edwards, 1996) . For 
instance, it is common knowledge that drug prevention 
programs are presented in the elementary schools in hopes 
of intervening before the children are exposed to drugs . 
Along the same lines, Edwards (1996) and Loeber, 
Slouthamer-Loeber , BanKammen, and Farrington (1991) state 
that i t is important to reach out to individuals who are 
at risk for committing acts of violence before they reach 
that stage. Therefore, it is necessary to discover what 
the predictors are of acts of misconduct , pay attention 
t o those who perform them, and try to work with them to 
overcome their circumstances to prevent these individuals 
from committing further acts of cr i minal and violent 
behavior . 
Components of acts of misconduct 
Numerous studies have been conducted on predictors 
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of criminal activity and basic acts of misconduct. 
Several theories attribute aberrant behavior, directly or 
indirect ly , to core values such as security, a sense of 
belonging, being well-respected, maintaining honor , 
toughness, excitement , and risk taking. It has been 
proposed that aberrant behavior is the result of 
problematic self-image ; this problematic self-image 
reportedly comes from the values adopt ed as ' guiding 
principles ' (Grube, Weir , Getzlaf , & Rokeach, 1984) . 
Aberrant behavior may be the result of an individual 
trying to copy the deviant acts he or she sees another 
individual committing. It could also be the result o f an 
individual defying the non deviant acts of others (Grube 
et al ., 1984). Kennedy & Baron (1993) believe that 
developing a delinquent lifestyle is a conscious choice 
based on values. Seigal & Senna (1991) believe that a 
person may choose to engage in a crime after considering 
values such as the need for peer approval (being well-
respected) . Maintaining honor (also related to being 
well - respected) seems to be strongly correlated to 
violence as well (Wolfgang & Baron, 1967) . Thus , 
violence may be viewed as a "prestige- conferring 
behavior" (Kennedy & Baron, 1993 , p . 91). Following this 
line of thought , acts of delinquency and violence are 
likely to be associated to such values as toughness , 
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excitement, and risk taking (Miller, 1958). Further, 
Hurrelmann and Engel (1992) argue that aberrant behavior 
is a manifestation of a person's orientation towards 
success and status (which are related to the values of a 
sense of accomplishment and being well-respected) . 
According to Felson, Liska, South, & Mcnulty (1994) 
devious behavior may be a seemingly rational alternative 
for those individuals whose goals are frustrated or 
disrupted . This coincides with the belief that aberrant 
behavior results when success and achievement are desired 
but unattainable through socially acceptable means 
(Cloward & Olin, 1960). 
Strain theory states that when there is a gap 
between security needs and a way to fulfill and sustain 
those needs, strain incurs. Bernard (1984, p. 357) 
stated, "people are driven to do things they do not want 
to doH; thus, security and aberrant behavior are linked. 
Revised strain theory proposes that young people are 
focused on several goals and that failure to achieve 
those goals, for whatever reason, results in aberrant 
behavior (Agnew, 1985) . Aberrant behavior seems to be an 
illicit way of achieving desired goals, which may explain 
why it is found across social classes . 
Goff and Goddard (1999) showed that an individual's 
core values are associated with the frequency of 
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delinquency and illegal acts. They discovered that 
delinquency seems to be encouraged by two dominant 
values: fun & enjoyment and security. Delinquency is 
encouraged by respect values, sociability values, self-
actualization values, and hedonistic values. The 
respect, sociability, and self-actualization values 
presumably have such an effect due to the characteristic 
traits of adolescents; they want to 'fit in', be 
accepted, and be approved by their peers. Specifically, 
what Goff and Goddard (1999) found is that dominant 
values related to recreational deviance are different 
from the dominant values related to survival deviance. 
For example, the dominance of the fun and enjoyment value 
could indicate that adolescents are free to do what they 
want (a lack of self-control and social control), and the 
dominance of security could indicate that adolescents are 
often forced to do things they do not want to (strain 
theory). The repeated appearance of security as a 
relevant causative value may also suggest the role of 
anxiety and insecurity arising from insensitive care 
giving during childhood. The more violent crimes and 
those crimes that directly involve a victim seem to be 
related to security as a value, whereas crimes against 
property and those indirectly involving a victim (e.g. 
shoplifting) seem to be related to fun and enjoyment as a 
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value. 
In 1996, Edwards stated that delinquent and illegal 
activities were linked to how an individual perceives 
their world . His study involved administering a likert-
type questionnaire to two groups of i ndividuals 
(delinquent and nondelinquent) to determine how they 
experienced a number of social circumstances that were 
related to five sociological or criminological 
theoretical conceptions . These conceptions were anomie 
(frustration and limited goal perception) , social 
control, differential association , labeling, and self-
esteem. Edwards discovered that the way an individual 
views social circumstances, how they perceive 
opportunities, how they view their own self worth, and 
their level of social control all have an influence on 
the occurrence of illegal and delinquent behavior (1996) . 
An interesting study was conducted in 2000 by Teevan 
and Dryburgh. Their approach was to obtain first person 
accounts of the reasons for delinquency . They asked a 
total of 56 boys (mean age 17 . 8) questions during 
indi vidual interview sessions . First, each boy was asked 
if he had committed any of the following acts: fighting, 
vandali sm, shoplifting/petty theft , truancy , and soft 
drug use/getting drunk , and if so , how often . The time 
frame was l i mited to one year to increase accuracy of 
Locus of Control 8 
recall. Based on the boy's response to these questions, 
the interview proceeded in two sections: open-ended 
first person accounts and closed-ended questions 
exploring the applicability of specific theories of 
delinquency in each boy's case. Each boy was asked to 
explain exactly how the incident took place and what lead 
up to the incident. In addition, if any of the boys 
reported that they had not engaged in any of the given 
activities, they were each asked to explain why . Teevan 
and Dryburgh placed the explanations the boys gave into 
five main categories: peer-related reasons (basically to 
fit in or please others), for the fun of it or to relieve 
boredom, alcohol or drug related (being high or too drunk 
to control their actions), emotional or symbolic reasons, 
and as a means to a tangible end. This first hand 
account approach did support the previously described 
theoretical based. 
Social Learning Theory also provides insight into 
the causes of delinquent or criminal activity. The first 
social learning theory was developed by Julian Rotter in 
1954. Rotter began by distinguishing between 
reinforcement and expectancy; that is, he differentiated 
between motivation and cognition. Specifically, he felt 
that reinforcements resulted in movement either towards 
or away from a goal while cognition was seen as an 
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internal state including expectancy or reinforcement 
value. Rotter defined expectancy as a subjective 
probability held by a person that a specific behavior 
performed in a certain situation will lead to 
reinforcement (Rotter, 1954). One of these generalized 
expectancies that have been investigated by Rotter, along 
with many others, is locus of control. Rotter went on to 
develop the internal-external locus of control scale. 
The control theories are also of much value when 
studying criminology. Interestingly, control theorists 
do not ask the question, "Why do people commit crimes?" 
Instead, they ask, "Why don't people commit crimes?" The 
control theories focus on the reasons that individuals 
conform to the laws of society and refrain from violating 
the rules. Hirschi was quoted as saying, "Deviance is 
taken for granted; conformity must be explained." 
(Hirschi, 1969: 10). 
The fundamental explanation of conformity that is 
offered by control theorists is that social controls 
prevent us from committing crimes. Whenever these 
controls break down or are weakened, deviance is likely 
to result. Control theory argues that people are 
motivated to conform by social controls but need no 
special motivation to violate the law; this comes 
naturally in the absence of controls. This natural 
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motivation assumption does not necessarily refer to in-
born tendencies to commit a crime. Rather , it refers to 
the assumption that there is no individual variation in 
motivations to commit crime; the impulse towards crime is 
uniform, it is evenly distributed across society . Because 
of this uniform motivation towards crime, we will all 
push up against the rules of society and break through 
them unless we are controlled. Thus , control theory 
asserts that the objective is not to expl ain crime; it is 
to assume that everyone would v i olate the law if they 
could just get away with it. Instead , control theorists 
set out to expl ain why we do not commit crime . 
Travis Hirschi (1969) is considered to be the leader 
in the field of control theories. Hirschi devised the 
Social Bonding Theory ; it is based on the general 
proposition that "delinquent acts resul t when an 
indi v i dual's bond to society is weak or broken" 
(Hirschi , 1969 : 16). Hirschi further states that there 
are four elements that make up thi s bond : attachment , 
commitment , involvement , and beliefs . Locus of control 
is placed under the attachment category in this theory. 
It is in this category because Hirschi believed that 
concepts such as locus of control and internalization of 
norms are too subjecti ve . He a l so believed that , prior 
to his work , these concepts were used in a tautologi cal 
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way; that is, many terms were used to describe basically 
the same concept. Therefore, Hirschi argued that these 
concepts should be placed under the broader category of 
attachment (Hirschi, 1969) . 
Locus of Control 
Locus of control is defined as the extent to which 
an individual believes "events in his or her environment 
are contingent upon his or her behaviorn (Brown, 1996, 
p. 859); it concerns the beliefs that individuals hold 
regarding the relationships between actions and outcomes 
(Lefcourt, 1991). A generalized expectation of external 
control is defined as a pervasive belief that outcomes 
are not determined by one's personal efforts. The other 
end of the spectrum, an internal locus of control, is the 
belief that outcomes are contingent upon actions . Within 
social learning theory, it is possible to describe 
individuals as holding expectations that are more 
'internal' or 'external' with regarded to causation and 
thus to control . 
Individuals who are prototypical internals perceive 
a relationship between their behaviors and outcomes. 
Individuals who are prototypical externals do not see a 
relationship between their behaviors and outcomes. Those 
with an external locus of control generally tend to 
believe that rewards and punishments they experience vary 
Locus ofControl 12 
with "capricious, unstable forcesn (such as luck or 
chance) or with the motives of powerful others (Leone & 
Burns , 2000 , p. 65) . The basic difference is that 
inter nals feel like the y have some responsibility for the 
outcomes of their individual actions and life in general , 
where as externals do not . 
There have been numerous studies conducted on locus 
of control . Mostly , these studies have focused on area s 
such as stress , depression , performance levels , 
psychological hardiness , and environmental 
behavior/attitudes . Much of the earlier work with the 
locu s o f control const r uct helped to e xplicate the 
related network of variables and actions that the term 
itself tied together . An internal locus of control was 
associated with a more active pursuit of valued goals , as 
would be manifested in social action (Levenson , 1974 : 
Strickland, 1965) , information see king (Lefcourt & Wine , 
1969 : Seeman , 1963) , a lertness (Lefcourt , Gronnerud , & 
McDonald , 1973: Sherman , 1973) , and a sense of well-being 
(Lefcourt , 1982) . Those who were assumed to have a more 
e xternal locus of control were more o ft en found to be 
depressed (Abramowitz , 1 969; Naditch , Gargan , & Michael , 
1975) , anxious (Feather, 1967; Watson , 1967) , and less 
able to cope with stressful life e xperiences (Kobasa , 
1979 ; Le f court , 1983 ; Sandler & Lakey , 1982) . 
Locus of Control 13 
There are some different views on locus of control. 
Rotter (1966) conceptualized locus of control to be a 
construct consisting of only two variables: internal and 
external. He believed that internal control indicated 
that a person believed that he or she was responsible for 
any reinforcement they experienced; the individual ' s 
actions, characteristics, qualities, etc. are prominent 
determinants of the experiences in their life. Rotter 
believed that external locus of control indicated that 
the individual viewed his or her outcomes as being 
determined by external forces, whether they be luck , 
social context, other people, or something e l se . 
Paulhus (1983) conceptualizes locus of control as 
having three dimensions. In this theory , the dimensions 
are personal efficacy, interpersonal control, and 
sociopolitical control. Brown (1996) also views locus of 
control in three dimensions; however, he simply divides 
them into internal , external social , and external other. 
Likewise, Levenson (1981) views locus of control as 
having three dimensions. However, she conceptualizes 
these three dimensions to be internal , powerful others, 
and chance . 
One of the basic tenets of locus of control is 
that it is linked to taking responsibility for one's 
actions (Lefcourt, 1991, & Leone et al ., 2000). This is 
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supported when looking at the contributions from the 
social learning theory presented by Rotter (1954)and the 
social bonding theory presented by Hirschi (1969). 
The locus of control construct differs from some other 
constructs in that it is used primarily as a personality 
characteristic , an individual difference that is assumed 
to have some stability and generalization. It is for 
this reason that it has been suggested that locus of 
control could be one of the better predictors of 
delinquent or criminal activity . In fact , locus of 
control has been used in numerous studies simply because 
of its ability to show not only etiology, but also causes 
for maintenance. 
Locus of control as a predictor of aberrant behavior 
In an article by Halloran, Doumas , and John (1999) , 
the relationship between aggression and locus of control 
was studied . They found that there were correlations 
between an individual 's locus of control and aggress ive 
behaviors. They used a group of children for their study 
from ages eight to 11. The Multidimensional Measure of 
Children ' s Perception of Control (MMCPC) and the Child 
Behavior Checklist-Teacher Report Form (CBCL-TRF) were 
used to measure the subjects' locus of control and 
aggression . Halloran et al. discovered that e xternal 
locus of control is associated with delinquency in girls, 
but not boys. 
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In fact, the opposite was found to be true 
for boys; there was a negative correlation between 
aggression and external locus of control for the boys. 
While the article did not investigate the reason for this 
gender difference, it is still an interesting discovery 
(Halloran et al., 1999). 
Purpose of the Present Study 
Research has shown that acts of misconduct, 
deviance, and criminal and violent activity are linked to 
the way an individual views his or her world. Research 
also shows that locus of control is a valid and reliable 
measure for discovering how an individual views his or 
her world . However, the specific relationship between 
locus of control and acts of misconduct has not been 
investigated as much as it perhaps should be. 
Identifying this relationship is important because if it 
can be proven that there is a link between the two, if it 
can be shown that locus of control is a predictor of acts 
of misconduct, intervention can take place before acts of 
misconduct turn into criminal and violent behavior. The 
purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship 
between locus of control and acts of misconduct . 
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Method 
Participants 
One hundred and forty college students at Eastern 
Illinois University with the mean age being 19 years , 
volunteered to participate in this study . Forty-seven 
males and 93 females completed questionnaires. 
Setting 
The study was conducted in in a group setting in a 
large lecture hall at Eastern Illinois University. 
Materials 
Self Report Acts of Misconduct Index . The self 
report acts of misconduct index was used to obtain a 
measure of how many acts each participant had committed . 
This index was created especially for use in this study. 
Information was obtai ned from the Eastern Illinois 
University Office of Judicial Affairs. This information 
included the University ' s student conduct code in 
addition to the student disciplinary reports from 1991 to 
2001 . Using this information, a questionnaire was 
devised in which a list of twenty-three acts of 
misconduct was presented to one hundred and seventeen 
college students in order to differentiate levels of 
severity (see Appendix A) . These students were asked to 
rank each item on a scale from 1 (not serious) to 5 (very 
serious). A frequency distribution was compiled for the 
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responses (See Appendix B); each item in the first third 
of the distribution was given a weighted rank of one, 
each item in the second third was given a rank of two , 
and each item in the last third was given a weighted rank 
of three . These weighted ranks were used to determine 
the severity of each act. 
The same items appeared on the Self Report Acts of 
Misconduct Index (see Appendix C); the items were in the 
same order and the wordings were identical. This version 
asked participants to disclose whether they had committed 
each act never (0) , once (1), or more than once (2). The 
responses given by each participant for each item were 
multiplied by the previously determined weight of each 
item, and a total score was obtained for each individual. 
Locus of Control. The Internality, Powerful Others, and 
Chance Scales (I, P, C Scales) (Levenson, 1981) was used 
to assess the extent to which each participant believed 
that they either had control over their own life, their 
life was controlled by other persons, or chance affected 
their experiences and outcomes . The I, P, C Scales are 
comprised of items derived from Rotter's I-E Scale 
(Rotter, 1966) and some written specifically to assess 
these three component or attributions for control. The 
three subscales each are comprised of eight items with a 
six-point Likert format that are presented in intermixed 
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order totaling 24 items. All statements are worded in 
the first person. The Likert scale ranges from -3 
(strongly disagree) to +3 (strongly agree). High scores 
are indicative of that type of locus of control ; for 
example, a profile of I = 23, P = 5, and C = 3 would be 
an example of a person who is predominantly internally 
controlled and minimally controlled by powerful others or 
chance . 
Kuder-Richardson reliabilities range from .51-.64 
for I, .72-.77 for P, and .73-.78 for C . Split half 
reliabilities (Spearman-Brown) were .62, .66, and .64, 
respectively , for the three scales . Coefficient alpha 
range from .64-.66 for the I scale, .74-.77 for the P 
scale, and . 71-.78 for the C scale. Test-retest 
reliabilities with a 1-week interval range between .60 
and .79 while a 7-week interval produced values between 
. 66 and . 73. Factor analysis supports the independence 
of the three subscales (Macan, Trusty , & Trimble, 1996 ; 
Hyman & Burrows, 1991; Levenson, 1974 ; & Levenson , 1981). 
Regarding convergent validity, the P and C subscales 
have been found to correlate with each other from . 41 to 
.60, whereas the P and C scales correlated with I between 
-.25 and . 19. The P and C values produce values of .25 
and . 56, respectively, when correlated with the External 
subscale of Rotter's I-E scale while the I scale is 
Locus of Control 19 
correlated negatively (-.41) with the same subscale. 
Regarding divergent validity, the I, P, and C scales have 
been evaluated in comparison to the Crowne-Marlowe Social 
Desirability scale, and correlations for the subscales 
have been negligible (.09, .04, and -10 in one study and 
.04, .11, and .08 in a second study) (Levenson, 1981). 
Information was also gathered from each participant 
on age and gender. 
Procedure 
Participants were first asked to sign an informed 
consent statement (see Appendix D) explaining the 
procedure These were collected and stored separately to 
ensure confidentiality. The Locus of Control Scale and 
Self Report Acts of Misconduct Index were administered in 
a counterbalanced order. Participants were instructed to 
answer honestly and were also reminded that their 
responses would be kept confidential, but they could stop 
at any time during the procedure. After completing the 
questionnaires, participants were given a debriefing 
statement (see Appendix E) describing the purpose of the 
study and providing contact information for further 
discussion or information regarding the study. 
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Results 
Descrip tive Statistics 
Mean scores for the Internality, Powerful Others , 
and Chance Scale as well as the Self Report Acts of 
Misconduct Index are presented in Table 1. The total 
mean for the Internality scale was 10 . 19 with males 
having a mean of 9.19 and females having a mean of 10 . 70 . 
The overall mean for the Powerful Others scale was - 4. 35 
with males having a mean of - 5 . 32 and females having a 
mean of - 3.86. The overall mean for the Chance scale was 
- 3 . 06 with males having a mean of - 4 . 89 and females 
having a mean of -2 . 13 . The range for each scale was -13 
to 23 , - 24 to 16 , and - 24 to 16 , respectively. 
The total mean for the Misconduct Index was 29 . 36 
with males having a mean of 37 . 89 and females having a 
mean of 25 . 04 Scores range from seven to 80 for males 
and zero to 70 for females . 
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Table 1 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges 
Measure/Scale 
Internality 
Powerful Others 
Chance 
Misconduct Index 
Measure/Scale 
Internality 
Powerful Others 
Chance 
Misconduct Index 
Total Sample 
(n = 140) 
Mean 
10.19 
-4.35 
-3 . 06 
29.36 
SD 
5.92 
8.01 
8 .44 
18.36 
Male Participants 
(n = 47) 
Mean 
9 .19 
- 5.32 
-4.89 
37 . 89 
SD 
7.13 
8.57 
9.01 
19 . 06 
Range 
(-13-23) 
(-24-16) 
(-24-16) 
(0-80) 
Range 
(-13-23) 
(-24-11) 
(-24-15) 
(7-80) 
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Means , Standard Deviations, and Ranges (continued) 
Female Participants 
Measure/Scale 
Internality 
Powerful Others 
Chance 
Misconduct Index 
(n = 93) 
Mean so Range 
---------
10.70 
-3.86 
- 2.13 
25 . 04 
5.17 
7.71 
8 . 02 
16 . 49 
(-4-20) 
(-21-16) 
( - 16-16) 
(0-70) 
T-tests were performed to see if gender differences 
existed in each of the three subscales of the locus of 
control measure as well in the acts of misconduct index 
(see Table 2) . There were significant results when 
comparing the scores of males and females on the Self 
Report Acts of Misconduct Index (mean difference = 
12.85). There were no significant differences between 
the means on any of the three locus of control subscales . 
However, the difference between males and females on the 
chance subscale approached significance . 
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Table 2 
T- test results 
Scale/ Gender N Mean so T Df Sig. Mean 
Measure difference 
Misa>rlCixt Male 47 37.89 19.061 4.130 138 .OOO* 12.85 
srore Female 93 25.04 16.488 
Internal Male 47 9.19 7.131 -1.429 138 .155 -1.51 
Female 93 10.70 S.166 
Powerful Male 47 -5.32 8.570 -1.018 138 .310 -1.46 
others Female 93 -3.86 7.709 
Chance Male 47 -4.89 9.008 8.025 138 .067 -2.76 
Female 93 -2.13 8.025 
* Significant at the .001 level 
Correlational Analysis 
Correlational analyses were performed comparing each 
subscale of the I, P, C Scale, the Self Report Acts of 
Misconduct Index, and age . The Pearson-Product Moment 
Correlation between the Internal subscale and the 
Misconduct Index was not significant for males (r = .095) 
nor females (r = .064). Correlations between the Powerful 
Others subscale and the Misconduct Index were also not 
signifi cant for males (r = .003) nor females (r = . 102). 
The correlation between the Chance subscale and the 
Misconduct Index was not significant for females (r = 
.151), but was significant at the p < . 05 level for males 
(r = . 285) . Correlations between age and each of the 
scales were not found to be significant; age vs. Internal 
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(r = .172) for males and (r = . 055) for females, age vs. 
Powerful Others (r = -.052)for males and (r = -.010) for 
females, age vs. Chance (r = - . 141) for males and (r = 
. 071) for females , and age vs. Misconduct Index (r = -
. 154) for males and (r = -.071) for females. A 
correlation matrix is presented in Table 2. 
Table 2 
Correlation Matrix for I , P , C Scale, Misconduct Index , 
and Age 
AGE 
I 
p 
c 
AGE 
I 
p 
c 
I 
.077 
I 
. 172 
Total 
p 
-.034 
- . 097 
Males 
p 
-.052 
-.263 
c 
- . 112 
-.121 
.602 
c 
-.141 
- . 320* 
.647** 
MI 
-.045 
.032 
. 031 
. 138 
MI 
- . 154 
. 095 
. 003 
.285* 
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Correlation Matrix for I, P, C Scale, Misconduct Index, 
and Age (continued) 
AGE 
I 
p 
c 
I 
.055 
Females 
p 
-.010 
.008 
c 
-.071 
-.006 
.568** 
MI 
-.071 
.064 
.102 
. 151 
Note. I = Internality; P = Powerful Others; C 
MI = Misconduct Index. 
Chance; 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level. 
Discussion 
To what extent are locus of control and acts of 
misconduct related? Findings in the present study 
suggest little, if any, relationship exists among these 
variables. There were no significant correlations found 
between age and the two measures. One of the significant 
correlations that was found was between the Chance 
subscale and acts of misconduct in males. Additionally, 
a strong correlation was found between the Chance and 
~~~~~ ~ 
Powerful Others subscales; this is to be expected since 
they are both scales of external control . However, there 
was no correlation between acts of misconduct and the 
Powerful Others scale in males (r = . 003). This finding 
shows that externality itself does not have an effect ; it 
is chance , specifically, that has the effect . 
A significant difference between males and females 
was also discovered on the Self Report Acts of Misconduct 
Index (p < . 001) . When looking at the collected data of 
the Self Report Acts of Misconduct Index, it was noticed 
that females tried a majority of the acts once where as 
males tended to repeat the acts (See Appendix F) . For 
instance, with regards to using or possessing controlled 
substances other than marijuana, 5.4% of females reported 
having tried it once and 21 . 5% reported having done it 
more than once. However , 44 . 7% of males reported having 
committed this act more than once . Li kewise , females 
reported using or possessing marijuana once in 15.1% of 
the cases and 49 . 5% of the females reported doing it more 
than once. In this case , only 4 . 3% of males reported 
having done it once and 70.2 % reported having or using 
marijuana more than once . 
This could show t hat females are willing to try 
different things just once , maybe just to be able to say 
that they had done it . It could also mean that females 
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have more of a conscience when it comes to breaking rules 
and breaking the law than males do. This finding could 
also indicate that females are simply less likely to 
commit acts of misconduct . Males, on the other hand , 
tend to be repeat offenders of the acts listed on the 
index. Do males care less about rules and regulations 
than females do? Or are males just naturally more apt to 
committing acts of misconduct? 
Limitations of Study 
Several limitations are present in the current 
study. First, the population consisted solely of college 
students . Given the fact that the Internal subscale of 
the locus of control scale measures how much an 
individual believes he or she is responsible for their 
own behaviors and outcomes , it is logical that a vast 
majority (88.5%) of the population in this study were 
found to be internally controlled, presumably because 
they are college students . This lead to somewhat of a 
restricted range within the locus of control construct . 
Secondly, the individuals completing the questionnaires 
may not have been completely honest. Some of the 
questions, especially those on the acts of misconduct 
index, may have been considered to be too self disclosing 
and the respondents may not have wanted to admit to 
having committed some of them. 
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Future Directions 
An investigation with a similar premise is needed 
for professionals to better understand the connection 
between acts of misconduct and locus of control . 
However, adjustments to the current methodology need to 
be considered in future research. First , a larger sample 
that includes sources o utside of the college population 
is recommended . Examples of outside sources would 
include jail inmates or individuals with delinquent or 
criminal backgrounds. The majority of the college 
students in this study were found to be internally 
control led . 'This could be due to the fact that college 
students live in a relatively small , structured 
environment and have had relatively little life 
experience . Also , with sources outside of the college 
population , there will more than likely be a wider range 
of acts of misconduct. In this particular study, there 
were two items that were only admitted to by one or two 
respondents (forced sexual contact and intentional false 
report of a bomb , fire , or other emergency) . Perhaps 
with a l arger , more diverse , sample, al l of the items on 
the Self Report Acts of Misconduct Index would be 
utilized. Further, perhaps a larger sample could bring 
the difference in the number of men and women 
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participants closer together. In the current study, onl y 
33% of the participants were men. While the current 
study does not provide strong support, it does suggests 
that further investigation of locus of control and acts 
of misconduct is warranted. This study does show that 
there are gender differences in the rates of misconduct. 
This finding indicates that more research should be 
conducted in this area and this research should, perhaps, 
target males more so than females. Acts of misconduct 
are a stepping stone to further acts of more violent 
crimes . Locus of control is one of the possible 
predictors of acts of misconduct . Thus, if individuals 
can be intercepted when they are 'starting out their 
criminal career' , they can be educated and guided, and 
maybe their perception of how they control their outcomes 
can be redirected . 
Locus of Control 30 
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Appendix A 
Acts of Misconduct Questionnaire 
Locus of Control 3 7 
Please rank the following items in terms of degree of seriousness using the 
following scale: 
NOT SERIOUS 
1 2 3 4 
VERY SERIOUS 
5 
__ Academic misconduct (cheating on exams, plagiaris~ theft or unauthorized 
possession of exams, etc.) 
Stalking (to willfully and repeatedly engage in conduct directed at a specific 
person which would cause them to feel frightened, intimidated, threatened or 
harassed) 
__ Verbal abuse/threats (to the point where it causes real or perceived 
damage/harm to another person) 
__ Sexual misconduct (unwanted verbal attention) 
Sexual misconduct (w1wanted physical attention/touching) 
Sexual misconduct (forced sexual contact) 
__ Indecent, obscene or disorderly conduct 
Public intoxication 
--
__ Possessing or using any controlled substance other than marijuana 
__ Possessing or using marijuana 
__ Possessing or using alcohol ifunderage 
__ Providing alcohol to those who are underage 
__ Unauthorized possession of firearms or explosives 
__ Hazing (any act or situation initiated, planned, sanctioned or joined in by one 
or more persons associated with an athletic team or student organization, 
causing embarrassment, harassment, or ridicule to a person seeking 
membership or one which causes this person to be placed in danger of being 
physically or mentally harmed) 
__ Intentional false report of a bomb, fire, or other emergency 
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Please rank the following items in terms of degree of seriousness using the 
following scale: 
NOT SERIOUS 
1 2 3 
__ Theft/possession of stolen property 
__ Destruction of property/vandalism 
__ Forcible/unauthorized entry 
__ Misrepresenting or falsifying documents 
__ Disturbing the peace 
__ Physical assault/fighting 
__ Driving under the influence 
Possession or use of a false ID 
--
4 
VERY SERIOUS 
5 
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Appendix B 
Frequency Distribution of Acts of Misconduct 
Questionnaire 
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Academic Misconduct 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 1 3 2.6 2.6 2.6 
2 16 13.7 13.7 16.2 
3 37 31.6 31.6 47.9 
4 41 35.0 35.0 82.9 
5 20 17.1 17.1 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Stalking 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 3 2 1.7 1.7 1.7 
4 25 22.2 22.2 23.9 
5 89 76.1 76.1 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Verbal Abuse 
Seriousness Frequency Percent valid Percent: Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 2 3 2.6 2.6 2.6 
3 12 10.3 10.3 12.8 
4 48 41.0 41.0 53.8 
5 54 46.2 46.2 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
(Sex 1) Unwanted Verbal Attention 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valld 2 4 3.4 3.4 3.4 
3 32 27.4 27.4 30.8 
4 49 41.9 41.9 72.6 
5 32 27.4 27.4 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 
(Sex 2) Unwanted Physical Attention 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 3 6 5.1 5.1 5.1 
4 26 22.2 22.2 27.4 
5 85 72.6 72.6 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
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(Sex 3) Forced Sexual Contact 
Seriousness Freque11Cf Percent Valid Percent cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 4 2 1.7 1.7 1.7 
5 115 98.3 98.3 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Indecent , Obscene, or Disorderly Conduct 
Seriousness Freque11Cf Percent Valid Percent cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 2 18 15.4 15.4 15.4 
3 39 33.3 33.3 48.7 
4 43 36.8 36.8 85.5 
5 17 14.5 14.5 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Public Intoxication 
Seriousness Freque11Cf Percent Valid Percent cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 1 22 18.8 18.8 18.8 
2 42 35.9 35.9 54.7 
3 41 35.0 35.0 89.9 
4 9 7.7 7.7 97.4 
5 3 2.6 2.6 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Controlled Substances 
Seriousness Freque11Cf Perunt Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 1 3 2.6 2.6 2.6 
2 12 10.3 10.3 12.8 
3 30 25.6 25.6 38.5 
4 46 39.3 39.3 n.8 
5 26 22.2 22.2 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Marijuana 
Seriousness Freque11Cf Percent Valid Percent cumulative 
Ratlna Percent 
Valid 1 29 24.8 24.8 24.8 
2 27 23.1 23.1 47.9 
3 31 26.5 26.5 74.4 
4 25 21.4 21.4 95.7 
5 5 4.3 4.3 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
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Underage Alcohol Use/ Consumption 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 1 29 24.8 24.8 24.8 
2 47 40.2 40.2 65.0 
3 26 22.2 22.2 87.2 
4 10 8.5 8.5 95.7 
5 5 4.3 4.3 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Providing Alcohol to Underage 
Seriousness Frequenc:.y Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 1 13 12.8 12.8 12.8 
2 30 25.6 25.6 38.5 
3 45 38.5 38.5 76.9 
4 13 11.1 11.1 88.0 
5 14 12.0 12.0 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Unauthori zed Possession of Fir earms 
Seriousness Frequenc:.y Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Ratina Percent 
Valid 1 1 .9 .9 .9 
2 3 2.6 2.6 3.4 
3 22 18.8 18.8 22.2 
4 37 31.6 31.6 53.8 
5 54 46.2 46.2 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Bazinq 
Seriousness Frequenc:.y Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 1 2 1.7 1.7 1.7 
2 12 10.3 10.3 12.0 
3 31 26.5 26.5 38.5 
4 41 35.0 35.0 73.5 
5 31 26.5 26.5 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
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Intentional False Report 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 2 11 9.4 9.4 9.4 
3 25 21.4 21.4 30.8 
4 38 32.5 32.5 63.2 
5 43 36.8 36.8 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Theft 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 1 1 .9 .9 .9 
2 1 .9 .9 1.7 
3 26 22.2 22.2 23.9 
4 51 43.6 43.6 67.5 
5 38 32.5 32.5 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Destruction of Property 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 2 6 5.1 5.1 5.1 
3 26 22.2 22.2 27.4 
4 53 45.3 45.3 72.6 
5 32 27.4 27.4 100.0 
Total 117 100.00 100.00 
Forced Entry 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Pe~nt 
Valid 3 11 9.4 9.4 9.4 
4 43 36.8 36.8 46.2 
5 63 53.8 53.8 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Falsifying Documents 
Seriousness Frequency Pe~nt Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Pe~nt 
Valid 1 1 .9 .9 .9 
2 7 6.0 6.0 6.8 
3 35 29.9 29.9 36.8 
4 45 38.5 38.5 75.2 
5 29 24.8 24.8 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
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Disturbinq the Peace 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 1 17 14.5 14.5 14.5 
2 45 38.5 38.5 53.0 
3 39 33.3 33.3 86.3 
4 12 10.3 10.3 96.6 
5 4 3.4 3.4 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
Physical Assault 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 1 2 1.7 1.7 1.7 
2 16 13.7 13.7 15.4 
3 41 35.0 35.0 50.4 
4 34 29.1 29.1 29.5 
5 24 20.5 20.5 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
DOI 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Pen::ent 
Valid 1 1 .9 .9 .9 
2 7 6.0 6.0 6.8 
3 33 28.2 28.2 35.0 
4 76 65.0 65.0 100.0 
5 117 100.0 100.0 
Total 
Fake ID 
Seriousness Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Rating Percent 
Valid 1 26 22.2 22.2 22.2 
2 27 23.1 23.1 45.3 
3 38 32.5 32.5 n.8 
4 24 20.5 20.5 98.3 
5 2 1.7 1.7 100.0 
Total 117 100.0 100.0 
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Appendix C 
Self Report Acts of Misconduct Index 
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Please answer the following question using the provided scale. 
HA VE YOU COMMITTED THESE ACTS: 
O=NEVER 
l=ONCE 
2=MORE THAN ONCE 
__ Academic misconduct (cheating on exams, plagiarism, theft or unauthorized 
possession of exams, etc.) 
--
--
Stalking (to willfully and repeatedly engage in conduct directed at a specific 
person which would cause them to feel frightened, intimidated, threatened or 
harassed) 
Verbal abuse/threats (to the point where it causes real or perceived 
damage/harm to another person) 
Sexual misconduct (unwanted verbal attention) 
Sexual misconduct (unwanted physical attention/touching) 
Sexual misconduct (forced sexual contact) 
__ Indecent, obscene or disorderly conduct 
Public intoxication 
--
__ Possessing or using any controlled substance other than marijuana 
__ Possessing or using marijuana 
__ Possessing or using alcohol if underage 
__ Providing alcohol to those who are underage 
__ Unauthorized possession of firearms or explosives 
_ _ Hazing (any act or situation initiated, planned, sanctioned or joined in by one 
or more persons associated with an athletic team or student organizatio~ 
causing embarrassment, harassment, or ridicule to a person seeking 
membership or one which causes this person to be placed in danger of being 
physically or mentally harmed) 
__ Intentional false report of a bomb, fire, or other emergency 
HA VE YOU COMMITTED THESE ACTS? 
O=NEVER 
l=ONCE 
2=MORE THAN ONCE 
__ Theft/possession of stolen property 
__ Destruction of property/vandalism 
__ Forcible/unauthorized entry 
__ Misrepresenting or falsifying documents 
_ _ Disturbing the peace 
__ Physi~al assault/fighting 
__ Driving under the influence 
Possession or use of a false ID 
--
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Appendix D 
Informed Consent 
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Informed Consent Statement 
The Department of Psychology at Eastern Illinois University supports the practice of 
protection for human subjects participating in research. The following information is 
provided so that you can decide whether you wish to participate in the present study. 
This project involves asking individuals such as yourself to fill out two brief 
questionnaires. One is a personality inventory involving perceived influences on 
behavior 
The other asks about personal acts of misconduct college students are likely to 
commit, according to Eastern Illinois University's Judicial Affairs Office (e.g. 
academic misconduct, verbal abuse, public intoxication, etc.). 
It is important for you to know that all identifiable information will be collected and 
stored separately from the questionnaires and I (nor anyone else) will have no way of 
knowing who filled out the questionnaires. This is done not only to protect your 
confidentiality, but also to encourage you to be completely honest when filling them 
out. 
This is completely voluntary and confidential and you may quit at any time. 
Thank you for your time and participation. 
By signing this, I agree to participate in the experiment and confirm that I understand 
that participating in this study is completely voluntary and confidential. 
Appendix E 
Debriefing Statement 
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Debriefing Statement 
The study you have just participated in involves the relationship between locus of 
control and acts of misconduct. Locus of control is defined as the extent to which an 
individual perceives his/her actions are influenced by A) themselves B) 
influential/powerful people, or C) chance happenings. 
The hypothesis is that people who feel they are in control of their decision to perform 
a particular act are more likely to be more responsible and, thus, perform less acts of 
misconduct. At the same time, people who feel their behaviors are mostly influenced 
by chance happenings or powerful people are going to be more likely to perform acts 
of misconduct. 
If you have any questions or concerns about this study, or if you would like 
information about the findings of this study, feel free to contact me I can be reached by 
e-mail or through the psychology office. 
My e-mail address is hondahoney 28@hotmail.com 
I can be reached through the psychology office by leaving a message for: 
Jodi Henry 
200 year clinical graduate student 
Again, thank you for your time and participation 
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Appendix F 
Frequency Tables of 
Responses on the Self Report Acts 
Of Misconduct Index 
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Academic Misconduct 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid cumulative 
peroent peroent 
Male Valid Never 12 25.5 25.5 25.5 
Once 8 17.0 17.0 42.8 
More than once 27 57.4 57.4 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 24 25.8 25.8 25.8 
Once 20 21.5 21.5 47.3 
More than once 49 52.7 52.7 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Stal.king 
Gender Frequency Peroent Valid cumulative 
neroent neroent 
Male Valid Never 43 91.5 91.5 91.5 
Once 2 4.3 4.3 95.7 
More than once 2 4.3 4.3 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 81 87.1 87.1 87.1 
Once 6 6.5 6.5 93.5 
More than once 6 6.5 6.5 100.0 
Total 93 
Verbal. Abuse 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid cumulative 
peroent peroent 
Male Valid Never 22 46.8 46.8 46.8 
Once 6 12.8 12.8 59.6 
More than once 19 40.4 40.4 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 58 62.4 62.4 62.4 
Once 12 12.9 12.9 75.3 
More than once 23 24.7 24.7 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
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(Sex 1) Unwanted Verbal Attention 
Gender Frequenc:.y Percent Valid cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 41 87.2 87.2 87.2 
Once 3 6.4 6.4 93.6 
More than once 3 6.4 6.4 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 83 89.2 89.2 89.2 
Once 4 4.3 4.3 93.5 
More than once 6 6.5 6.5 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
(Sex 2) Unwanted Physical Contact 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 43 91.5 91.5 91.5 
Once 2 4.3 4.3 95.7 
More than once 2 4.3 4.3 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 86 92.5 92.5 92.5 
Once 1 1.1 1.1 93.5 
More than once 6 6.5 6.5 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
(Sex 3) Forced Sexual Contact 
Gender Frequenc:.y Percent Valid cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 47 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 92 98.9 98.9 98.9 
Once 1 1.1 1.1 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Locus of Control 55 
Indecent, Obscene, or Disorderly Conduct 
Gender Frequency Pera!nt Valid Cun.llative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 19 40.4 40.4 40.4 
Once 8 17.0 17.0 57.4 
More than once 20 42.6 42.6 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 59 63.4 63.4 63.4 
Once 16 17.2 17.2 80.6 
More than once 18 19.4 19.4 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Public Intoxication 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 6 12.8 12.8 12.8 
Once 4 8.5 8.5 21.3 
More than once 37 78.7 78.7 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 23 24.7 24.7 24.7 
Once 8 8.6 8.6 33.3 
More than onre 63 66.7 66.7 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Controlled Substances 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 24 51.1 51.1 51.1 
Once 2 4.3 4.3 55.3 
More than once 21 44.7 44.7 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 68 73.1 73.1 73.1 
Once 5 5.4 5.4 78.5 
More than once 20 21.5 21.5 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
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Mari juana 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 12 25.5 25.S 25.5 
Once 2 4.3 4.3 29.8 
More than once 33 70.2 70.2 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 33 35.5 35.S 35.S 
Once 14 15.l 15.1 50.S 
More than once 46 49.5 49.5 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Underaqe Al.coho1 Use/Posse ssion 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 3 6.4 6.4 6.4 
Once 1 2.1 2.1 8.5 
More than once 43 91.5 91.5 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 4 4.3 4.3 4.3 
Once 5 5.4 5.4 9.7 
More than once 84 90.3 90.3 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Providing Underaqe Al.coho1 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 18 38.3 38.3 38.3 
More than once 29 61.7 61.7 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 38 40.9 40.9 40.9 
Once 5 5.4 5.4 46.2 
More than once so 53.8 53.8 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
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Unauthorized Possession of Firearms 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
perc::ient peroent 
Male Valid Never 28 59.6 59.6 59.6 
Once 3 6.4 6.4 66.0 
More than once 16 34.0 34.0 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 85 91.4 91.4 91.4 
Once 4 4.3 4.3 95.7 
More than once 4 4.3 4.3 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Hazing 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
peroent percent 
Male Valid Never 32 68.1 68.1 68.1 
Once 5 10.6 10.6 78.7 
More than once 10 21.3 21.3 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 79 84.9 84.9 84.9 
Once 7 7.5 7.5 92.5 
More than once 7 7.5 7.5 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Intentional False Report 
Gender Frequency Perunt Vallcl Cumulative 
peroent peroent 
Male Valid Never 45 95.7 95.7 95.7 
Once 2 4.3 4.3 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 93 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Theft 
Frequency Peroent Va lid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 14 29.8 29.8 29.8 
Once 7 14.9 14.9 44.7 
More than once 26 55.3 55.3 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
f'E!male Valid Never 44 47.3 47.3 47.3 
Once 24 25.8 25.8 73.1 
More than once 25 26.9 26.9 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Destruction of Property 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 9 19.1 19.1 19.1 
Once 11 23.4 23.4 42.6 
More than once 27 57.4 57.4 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
f'E!male Valid Never 50 53.8 53.8 53.8 
Once 21 22.6 22.6 76.3 
More than once 22 23.7 23.7 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Forced Entry 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 24 51.1 51.1 51.1 
Once 10 21.3 21.3 72.3 
More than once 13 27.7 27.7 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
F-emale Valid Never n 82.8 82.8 82.8 
Once 11 11.8 11.8 94.6 
More than once 5 5.4 5.4 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
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Fa1sifyinq Documents 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent pera!nt 
Male Valid Never 24 51.1 51.1 51.1 
Once 7 14.9 14.9 66.0 
More than once 16 34.0 34.0 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 70 75.3 75.3 75.3 
Once 10 10.8 10.8 86.0 
More than once 13 14.0 14.0 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Disturbing the Peace 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
pera!nt percent 
Male Valid Never 16 34.0 34.0 34.0 
Once 9 19.1 19.1 53.2 
More than once 22 46.8 46.8 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 46 49.5 49.5 49.5 
Once 12 12.9 12.9 62.4 
More than once 35 37.'6 37.6 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Physica1 Assau1t 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 17 36.2 36.2 36.2 
Once 7 14.9 14.9 51.1 
More than once 23 48 . 9 48.9 100.0 
Total 47 100 . 0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 61 65.6 65.6 65.6 
Once 13 14.0 14.0 79.6 
More than once 19 20.4 20.4 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
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DUI 
Gender Frequency Perunt Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 15 31.9 31.9 31.9 
Once 10 21.3 21.3 53.2 
More than once 22 46.8 46.8 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 43 46.2 46.2 46.2 
Once 20 21.5 21.5 67.7 
More than once 30 32.3 32.3 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
Fake ID 
Gender Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative 
percent percent 
Male Valid Never 19 40.4 40.4 40.4 
Once 7 14.9 14.9 55.3 
More than once 21 44.7 44.7 100.0 
Total 47 100.0 100.0 
Female Valid Never 39 41.9 41.9 41.9 
Once 10 10.8 10.8 52.7 
More than once 44 47.3 47.3 100.0 
Total 93 100.0 100.0 
